This paper aims to build and empirically evaluate a discrete choice model of merger remedies as a basis for policy analysis. The database consists of 229 merger cases accepted in Phase I or Phase II of the European merger process between 1990 and 2005. We focus on the following question: Which merging firms' characteristics lead the European Commission to decide whether to require conditional acceptance? Although a lot of empirical studies have been carried out these last years, ours is distinguished by at least two original features. First, we explore determinanting factors of the Commission's decisions with a neural network model differentiating cases accepted with or without remedies (either structural or behavioral). Secondly, we implement three multinomial logit models. We find that variables related to high market power lead more frequently to a remedy outcome, whatever the phase. Innovative industries such as energy, transportation and communications positively affect the probability of a behavioral remedy. Lastly, former Competition Commissioner Mario Monti's policy appears to be pro-remedy, i.e. seeking concessions from merging parties.
Introduction
In October 2005 the Antitrust Section of the European Commission (EC) published a long-awaited study that assessed the efficiency of merger remedies between 1996-2000, i.e. commitments imposed on the merging firms to get the operation accepted.
1
This study follows the one made by the U.S. antitrust agency -the FTC -that had stressed problems with divestitures.
2 Actually when a merger raises some anticompetitive concerns, the authority has the possibility of proposing conditional acceptance, i.e. the authority imposes commitments on merging parties as a condition to accept the merger. This means is called a remedy which has been traditionally distinguished into two basic forms: One addresses the market structure (structural remedies), the other the merged firm's behavior (behavioral remedies). Structural remedies generally involve assets divestitures (physical or intangible assets) by the merging firms. Also, new competitors can be created through the sale or licensing of assets if an existing competitor for some reason doesn't purchase divested assets. A behavioral remedy usually entails injunctive provisions that would manage or regulate the merged firm's post-merger business conduct. In some cases -often in high-tech markets -the competition concern may require both structural and conduct relief. The European report suggested that merger remedies had permitted more concentrations to be accepted but highlighted a series of flaws in their design and implementation. 4 The analysis was based on interviews with merging parties, competitors and trustees. Moreover, the European agency has to face recent questioning about the validity of its merger control. Often stigmatized for its tough decisions, the EC has been questioned by three annulments of its merger prohibitions by the Court of First Instance. 5 Thus, it seems appropriate to look into the motives of the EC's criteria. Does the authority decide in accordance with general economic principles and IO theory? Or does it adopt more of a case-by-case approach? In either case, the interesting question is the following: Do merging firms have the possibility of planning a better strategy that avoids high litigation costs or a devastating effect on their brand image? We'll see the answer is not straightforward.
Here we target a more technical analysis of factors that can influence the EC's decision-making process when facing an anticompetitive concern. As Monti (2003) , former Competition Commissioner at the EC, claimed that "the vast majority of the competition concerns that had arisen in merger cases had been addressed by means of divestitures", researchers and practitioners had to cover the issue in deeper detail.
In order to estimate the relationship between merger remedy decisions and market 4 For instance, the scope of the divested business, the viability of the purchaser, and strategic behaviors between sellers and purchasers can raise serious concerns about the efficiency of some remedies. 5 The famous Airtours/First Choice, TetraLaval/Sidel and Schneider/Legrand merger cases.
structure variables, as well as political variables, we built a database including 229 merger cases accepted in Phase I or in Phase II between 1990 and 2005. 6 In order to explore the database in detail, we first use Kohonen's maps issued from neural networks research. Then, we present main results of three multinomial logit (MNL) models.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 provides an overview of how economists have tried to evaluate the accuracy of antitrust agency decisions. Section 2 contains the description of the model and the database we built. Lastly, Section 3 reports the results.
How to measure antitrust agency's efficiency
In determining whether a proposed transaction is likely to substantially lessen competition, the antitrust agency has to address a number of economic issues, particularly the well-known tradeoff between market power and efficiency gain and the protection of consumers' interests.
7 This section overviews the main variables used by the authority when it faces a merger proposal.
Actually the first attempt at assessing the efficiency of a competition authority was Posner's seminal work (1970) . He studied the correlation between business cycles and the number of cases filed to the Department of Justice (DOJ). He found some significant positively-correlated variables such as the GDP and the authority budget; the only negatively-correlated variable was the "war period". 8 Posner's work encouraged further empirical research and gave birth to a large number of studies.
Different approaches to assessing an antitrust authority
Cost-benefit analysis. The prolific empirical literature on antitrust began with the cost/benefit approach, which was first carried out by Long et al. (1973) , Asch (1975) , and Siegfried (1975) . They were interested in quantifying welfare variations linked to antitrust regulation. Profit industries were classified by estimating the classic deadweight loss (Harbeger, 1954) due to market power. Costs mainly included litigation costs initiated by the government. They all used a basic model to assess 6 Thus, the period covers the beginning of the new merger regulation passed in 2004. See, for instance, Lyons (2004) for further details about the procedure. 7 As Competition Commissioner for the EU Ms. Neelie Kroes says "Our aim is simple: to protect competition in the market as a means of enhancing consumer welfare and ensuring an efficient allocation of resources". European Competition Policy -Delivering Better Markets and Better Choices. European Consumer and Competition Day, London, Sept. 5, 2005. 8 The main limit of this study concerns its descriptive analysis. The author simply compared proportions and didn't use any statistical tests. In addition, no trend analysis or autocorrelation detection was implemented at all. In fact, the possibility of collecting more data and using more sophisticated methods that weren't available at that time would have permitted to extract -in a much more convincing way -the main determinants of the DOJ activity. the monopolist's deadweight loss. For instance, Long et al. used DOJ data over the period . The authors performed a linear regression between filed cases and welfare losses, profit rates, outputs, and concentration ratios. They also dealt with determining the impact of concentration on the market. Results showed that when concentration rose, more cases were being filed against the given industry. However, the number of cases didn't increase at the same rate as market concentration, and even may have decreased above a certain threshold. Despite the large number of studies, this cost/benefit approach suffered from one major flaw: Assessing the monopolist's deadweight loss was rather inconvenient. The methodology failed to provide strong evidence. Nevertheless, one of Long's appealing results is that cases filed to the DOJ do not fit those Harbeger's model would provide. In other words, ceteris paribus, cases filed to the DOJ are not the ones that lead to higher welfare losses. This result is in the same vein of the public choice school; antitrust policy goal is not linked to the economist's conception of social welfare (McChesney et Shughart II, 1995 9 Three variables of the U.S. Merger Guidelines appeared significant: barriers to entry, collusion, and efficiency gains. They showed efficiency considerations over the period didn't affect the authority's decision to accept or block a merger. They also found that political pressure from Congress was a significant factor. Khemani and Shapiro's work (1993) was close but looked at Canadian data. Market shares and concentration were the more important factors that explained authority's decisions in terms of concentration. Barriers to entry and foreign competition remained less significant. Weir (1992 Weir ( , 1993 ) studied the UK's merger decisions using a probit model, too. He found that post-merger market shares didn't influence the decisionmaking process but made antitrust competition less likely to accept hostile takeovers.
Event study approach. Lastly, event studies from the financial literature have been carried out with antitrust data.
10 Event studies are based on the market efficiency hypothesis (Fama, 1970) , i.e. stock prices reflect complete information about business activity. A market model (Capital Asset Pricing Model) is estimated to study stock price reactions to merger announcements. In that type of model, stock price is proportional to market returns. According to Brady et Feinberg (2000) 11 , merger control has a direct impact on individual company stock. With the same methodology, Aktas et al. (2004) analyzed market responses to the EC announcements. They showed that the market clearly reacted to the Commission's decisions and that the probability of its intervention was not linked to acquirer's nationality. However, if the authority intervenes, the market anticipates a more costly operation when the acquirer is a nonEuropean firm. Another example is Duso et al. (2003) who used event study analysis of stock data to evaluate European merger control in terms of political economy. They found that the protection of consumer surplus was not the only motive of the EC : The institutional and political environment did matter. Still, their data suggested that the Commission's decisions were not sensitive to firms' interests. Instead, results suggested that other factors -such as country and industry effects, as well as market definition and procedural aspects -did play significant roles. To sum up, a lot of work has been done with stock data from merging parties' competitors. Yet, we should interpret results with care because if the situation was so simple antitrust authorities would just look at stock exchange instead of carrying out a long and costly market analysis.
This brief survey reveals that competition authorities are not always guided by economic principles. Although it is well established that barriers to entry and market power are decision variables, other elements like political influences seem to interact too. We need to further investigate in order to stress which elements out of the economic sphere could be relevant for the European merger control. . The dependant variable is the type of decision. Contrary to our analysis, they study accepted and rejected merger decisions with logit modeling. They find that the probabilities of a Phase II request and of a prohibition of the merger increase with the parties' market shares. The probability also depends on barriers to entry and facilitating practices of collusion. No political influence affects the decision making process.
The starting point of the study
12 Barriers to entry appear to be strongly significant (at 1 % level). Sectors are relevant too (water and construction). In a first descriptive step, they investigate the EC fining policy and find that the European agency imposes highest fines to horizontal cases. This category has experienced the "the fastest rise in average as well as sum of total fines". In a second step, they use a binary probit model show that the notified case in which abuse of dominance plays a role are more likely to result in infringement. Commissioners matter, too. Secondly, they observe that the probability of going into appeal (for infringement cases) does depend on the level of fines imposed on the parties: the higher the fine the higher the probability of appeal. Lastly, unsurprisingly the number of parties also increases the likelihood of appeal. Two specific days are relevant in their analysis: (i) the announcement day, i.e. stock prices provide information about whether the merger is likely to create anticompetitive concerns; (ii) the day when the EC makes its decision, i.e. stock prices reflect the outcome of the bargaining process between the agency and the parties. First, the authors assess the weighted average abnormal returns of all firms (insiders/outsiders), which give a measure of merger profitability. Then, using regression techniques they estimate the degree of effectiveness of an antitrust action. Their results show that merger remedies are not always appropriately imposed. Also, they conclude that the market can predict remedies' effectiveness when applied in Phase I. However, they find that remedies appear to be less effective in Phase II maybe due to the increased merging firms' bargaining power during at the last stage of the merger review.
Two elements distinguish this paper. First, to our knowledge, except for Duso et al. (2006) in a context of an event study analysis, this is the only econometric work that differentiates structural and behavioral remedies. And our database covers fifteen years, i.e. the whole period of the first merger regulation and one year of the new reform. The other originalities are an appealing data analysis and the choice of a multinomial logit model.
Modeling the merger remedy process

Model specification
Discrete choice models have been largely used in various research areas: transportation, economics, marketing, behavioral sciences, etc. 13 They have proved their efficiency in estimating individual choice probabilities with a set of mutually exclusive alternatives. These models are usually consistent with random utility theory, i.e. individuals are supposed to choose the alternative associated with the maximum utility.
In modeling remedies in the European merger control, we use a multinomial logit model (MNL). We first assume that the authority can choose from a set of alternatives: structural remedies, behavioral remedies, both remedies or neither of them. At the i-th merger proposal, it receives utility from each alternative j such as
where x represents a vector of covariates, such as merging firms' characteristics (market shares, location etc.) and various market indicators (sector, barriers to entry, etc.). β is the respective coefficient vector. The authority will choose an alternative that maximizes utility. When there are m choices, the probability of choice j is
The dependent variable in our analysis is the type of acceptance made by the antitrust authority when faced with a merger proposal. "Phase I without remedy" (y = 0) is treated as a reference category. If we assume that all ij of the m choices are independent, identically distributed with type I extreme value (Gumbel) distribution, McFadden (1973) has shown that the multinomial logit model has a closed-form solution. The maximum likelihood estimation of the model is straightforward. The probability of choosing an alternative j among m can be written such as P r(y i = j) = e
The marginal effects, which are partial derivatives of probabilities P j with respect to the set of characteristics, are calculated from multinomial logit results following the equation below:
The sign and magnitude of this marginal variable have no direct relationship with any specific coefficient (Greene, 2003) . Elasticities of probabilities can also be computed.
The restriction of choosing a MNL is that we do not take into account the length of the merger procedure. Imposing a remedy in Phase I or in Phase II is the same in such setting. The MNL is based on a strong hypothesis: the ratio of the probabilities of any two alternatives is independent from the choice set. This property is called the "independence of irrelevant alternatives" (IIA), which may be a limitation in some practical applications. Here, our data successfully passed the Hausman and McFadden test, which was not surprising due to the type of data.
Database
Between 1990 and 2005, the EC receives 2,961 merger notifications. In respect to our initial objective -studying merger remedies -we focus only on accepted cases (both phases with and without remedies). Phase I remedies concern Art. 6.2 of the EC Merger Regulation whereas Phase II remedies concern Art. 8.2. December 2005 (see table 1 ). Data were mostly collected from the EC's online resources 14 . The sample doesn't account for most cases unconditionally accepted in Phase I (Art. 6.1(b)) because they were not available 15 . These cases largely correspond to merger decisions which don't raise serious doubts about their compatibility with the common market. We only obtained 15 merger reports from this category 16 . Out of 2,961 proper merger notifications, 83% were accepted in Phase I. Overall, the authority imposed 209 remedies (134 + 75). The number of remedies increased over the period. On one hand, the Commission tends to impose remedies more often in Phase I, which shows a faster analysis when low-cost remedies are available. On the other hand, when the case is more complex, Phase II investigations start and the "stop the clock" option enables merging parties to get more time to propose adapted remedies.
Our database consists of 229 accepted merger cases between February 1991 and
Detailed information was not available for 22 of the remedies. Consequently, the sample consists of 130 cases in Phase I and 99 cases in Phase II. Overall, 54% of remedies in Phase I were structural, 31% were behavioral, and 15% mixed both types of remedies (see table 2 ). The conditioning of merger project with assets' divestiture prevails in Phase I. When we look at Phase II remedies, 36% were structural, 25% were behavioral, and 39% mixed both types of remedies. Surprisingly, a mix of both types is most represented in Phase II. A reason may be that the complexity of 14 See http://europa.eu.int/comm/competition/mergers/cases/. 15 The European Commission Web site doesn't even list the cases. 16 Actually these 15 cases contain slight commitments but we didn't consider them as remedies because they were only "[. . . ] restrictions directly related and necessary to the implementation of the concentration" (Art. 6.1(b)). Phase II cases usually requires a more sophisticated remedy package to ensure that the anticompetitive concern is resolved.
We only deal with one relevant market per case. The choice of that market depends on the potential anticompetitive concern. Each time we choose the narrowest market where competition could be hurt the most (Bergman et al.) . Due to secret business considerations, market shares are not easily available.
17 Thus, we use 25% range dummy variables to collect them. We also create dummy variables to code firms' location (see table 3) and sector information (see table 4 ). Also, the merged entity's worldwide turnover is reported from either EC decisions or business press. The appendix lists every regressor variable and details the coding scheme.
Results
First we implement a neural data analysis in Section 3.1. Then, results from the multinomial logit model are provided in Section 3.2.
Mapping the choice of a remedy
Here Self-Organized Maps (SOM) provide a preliminary analysis of the data. SOMs -a type of artificial neural network (ANN) -offer an original data analysis.
18 More precisely, we use one specific type of SOM, Kohonen's maps, which are used to perform tasks such as data exploration, classification, forecasting and optimization (Kohonen, 2000) . Properties of Kohonen's maps are twofold. First, the dimensionality number of data is shrunk, as it is in projection methods (principal components analysis), and input data are projected onto a discrete space where topological aspects of observations space are preserved. Secondly, similar inputs are represented by one prototype 17 Actually market delineation or market share estimations are not completely objective and may be argued between merging parties and the competition authority.
18 ANNs simulate the activity of the human brain. Detailed discussion about ANNs is beyond the scope of this paper, but curious readers are invited to read Haykin (1999) .
vector -a node -on the map that is surrounded by other prototypes related to neighboring inputs. With an unsupervised algorithm, such quantification leads to classify input data. Kohonen's maps appear straightforward: Two "cases" that share close characteristics are represented by two neighboring nodes. By interpreting the distance between nodes, we make explanations more intuitive. Several studies underline that SOM outperforms more traditional approaches (Cottrell et Rousset, 1997 ). Kohonen's maps not only improve projection and classification, but also can handle non linearity and low-frequency events, which is useful in our case.
We used the Som ToolBox 19 package to generate the maps (see the appendix). The comparison of the U -matrix (see figure 6 ) -where the eight alternatives are represented -and the influence of one variable in the activation of nodes (see figures 1-5) provides relevant information. First, vertical mergers (Vmerger) often lead to a Phase I decision. In practice, if a anticompetitive concern is raised, antitrust authorities privilege behavioral remedies when vertical relations are concerned. Those commitments provide other market participants with access to key assets such as infrastructure or technology (Alcatel / Thomson, 1998).
Secondly, if we look at firms' countries of origin, the maps show that merger cases involving French firms usually lead to a remedy outcome. The country of origin also matters when U.S. firms are concerned. Lastly, sectors play a significant role in shaping a remedy such as in the "Electricity, gas and water supply" industry. Granting access is the most common remedy in use for the energy sector (Total / Gaz de France, 2004). This sector is characterized by high fixed costs, which make it more difficult to impose structural remedies on its firms. And if structural remedies are possible, behavioral remedies are also included in the remedy package to make sure the asset will remain viable once the concentration is done (Verbund / Energy Allianz, 2002). Tables 5, 7 and 9 present the estimated coefficients of the three MNL models 20 based on the general specification presented in equation (3) . The models could not be computed with the whole set of regressors because of multicolinearity with dummy variables. The previous neuronal analysis and significant coefficients helped us screen a more restrained set of reasonable variables.
The multinomial logit model
As Greene underlines, "the coefficients in this model are difficult to interpret" (2003, p. 722). Consequently, we adopt the following methodology. We first estimate the models and select one by looking at three criteria: regressor significance, percentage of correct predictions, and the pseudo R 2 . We then compute elasticities of probabilities using the formula in (3) and comment on their sign and magnitude to find the main determinants of each alternative. Tables 6, 8 and 10 report the elasticities.
Model #1: Conditioning a merger
In the first model, we use a four-alternative specification of the empirical model, based on the differences between conditional acceptances or no remedies and discrimination by phase. Market power variables only appear significant for acquired firms. Low and medium market shares of acquired firms positively determine remedy decisions in Phase I (Acquid1, Acquid2). Size effect variables don't appear to be good predictors for this model because neither post-merger turnover (Turnover) nor world leader (Worldleader) variables are below a 10% significance level.
The influence of "political variables" is less standard in earlier studies but more in the line of recent commentaries in the media. Former European Antitrust chief Mario Monti appears strongly significant at the 1% level. His work had an important role in the choice of a conditional acceptance in Phase I (Monti) . 21 Unlike Bergman et al. (2005), we found that his role as the head of the Antitrust Section undoubtedly affected merger decisions. Although his influence was largely stressed in the media, it was not found in previous empirical works. A focus on remedies seems to unveil his impact, whereas the simple modelization of the acceptance/rejection process hadn't underlined it. Surprisingly, the French nationality of the acquirer firm (Fra-r) is another political variable that is correlated with remedy decisions in Phase I (Hoechst / Rhône Poulenc, 1999; Masterfood / Royal Canin, 2002; Alcan / Pechiney, 2003). Lastly, Germany turns out to be significant, too. The German nationality of the acquirer (Ger-r) positively influences a Phase II decision (with or without remedies).
Market variables are also significant and present expected signs. As several studies show, barriers to entry -significant at least at the 5% level -are one indicator of a remedy outcome (Entry). Precisely, barriers to entry in the relevant market are more likely to condition a merger in Phase II. Another interesting result is that a group of firms being acquired positively influences the authority's acceptance without any remedies (Crew-d).
If we now look at the various industry sectors, elasticities show that transportation and communications sectors positively impact the probabilities of acceptance in Phase I (Sectori). Next, mergers taking place in the retail trade sector also correlate with Phase I decisions, but without any remedies (Sectorg).
The goodness-of-fit of this model seems good enough. The overall level of correctly classified decisions is more than 57%.
Model #2: The full merger process
Our database allows us to refine the previous model by discriminating remedies in three alternatives: structural, behavioral, and both. Thus, model #2 consists of eight alternatives (Phase I / Phase II, No remedy / Structural / Behavioral / Both remedies). First of all, elasticities of probabilities indicate that a change in barriers to entry positively affects the probability of a behavioral remedy in Phase II. Actually, as soon as concerns about entry are raised, the merger is always accepted with commitments from the merging parties.
Results also indicate that a merger in communications or transportation industries (Sectori) is likely to be accepted in Phase I (with any or access remedies). The approach stresses the importance of high technology markets in designing behavioral remedies (licences, industrial property rights). Imposing divestitures on an innovative firm is sometimes counterproductive because merger efficiencies matter.
In regards to market shares, the acquired firm's shares are still relevant, mostly in Phase I (Acquid1, Acquid2). Also, high market shares of acquirers negatively impact behavioral remedies (clearer for Acquir2 than Acquir3). When facing large acquirers, structural remedies are likely to be preferred to access remedies. That result differs from the model #1 result.
Compared to the first model, Fra-r, Monti and Sectori play the same role in Phase I. Plus, the model performs well by correctly predicting the importance of structural relief as highlighted in the "Merger Remedy Study" (op. cit.). The pseudo R 2 for matching remedy choice, adjusted for degrees of freedom, is .15, and the parameter estimates are reasonable. The percentage of correct prediction is 30%. The value is rather low because we use eight alternatives. The model correctly predicts the choice of structural and behavioral remedies in Phase I but cannot predict mixed remedies, in either Phase I or in Phase II of the merger process.
Model #3: Integrating mixed remedies
Because of prediction problems encountered with alternative "both remedies" in model #2, we adopt a different model specification. We reclassify remedies in two groups in-stead. As behavioral remedies are often included in divestitures packages, we integrate the mixed alternatives (structural and behavioral) into the structural ones.
In many respects results are similar to model #2 results. Hmerger is mostly significant at the 1% level. As shown in table 10, a horizontal merger has a positive effect on the probability of acceptance without any remedies. Entry still contributes to a remedy decision in Phase II (rather bahavioral).
Next, the choice of a structural remedy in Phase I is relatively unresponsive to changes in high market shares (Acquir2, Acquir3). That contrasts with its strong response to low market shares such as Acquid1. This is not surprising because mergers of high market share firms are more likely to be cleared in Phase II investigations.
As in model #2, the probability of a structural remedy in Phase I significantly increases if the acquired company is French (Fra-r). Few French cases were accepted in Phase II of the merger process. More often, commitments are negotiated beforehand.
Lastly, former Competition Commissioner Mario Monti still has the same role in this last model: He may encourage remedy decisions in Phase I in order to shorten the decision-making process or to save authority's resources (Monti) .
We have partially reached the expected objective for model #3. Compared to model #2, the percentage of correct predictions rose by 7 percentage points. But we still encounter prediction problems as soon as an alternative includes behavioral relief. This type of remedy would be difficult to predict through our political or market variables. We would like to emphasize to our reader that our priority is to highlight some characteristics that cause the European agency to require conditional acceptance.
Several hypotheses can be proposed to figure out the low predictive power of our models. First, we faced a sampling problem. The acceptance without remedy in Phase I was underrepresented. We couldn't overcome the bias with our lack of information. A sampling choice method was not carried out because we lacked so much information. And the use of a MNL may be not an optimal choice if we consider the sequential aspect of the merger process. 22 A modelization with nested choices could have been more appropriate. Nonetheless, the absence of post-merger data relative to the choice of a given remedy kept us from selecting this structure. Finally, we shouldn't forget that the choice of regressors is important and the lack of information about quantitative post-merger data and welfare effects cannot be ignored.
Conclusion
The paper investigates the use of merger remedies by the EC. After an overview of the main studies that have assessed antitrust agencies' efficiency, we built a new database for 1990-2005 and analyzed the determinants of remedies with a multinomial logit modelization.
In accordance with industrial and antitrust economic theory, we found that variables related to high market power led more frequently to a remedy outcome, whatever the phase. Of particular interest were the characteristics of acquired firms. The market power of the acquired firm determines the decision to launch Phase II investigations that often end up with a structural remedy.
The approach stresses the importance of a size effect in the decision-making process: Variables that reflect merging parties' size encourage the Commission to opt for a remedy outcome. Actually, firms with a high turnover are likely to be forced to divest a part of their business as a condition to merge. Although this result didn't appear with MNL modelization, the result of Kohonen's maps enables us to highlight this aspect. Also, mergers involving several acquirers end up being conditioned with an access remedy to the rival firms.
Three sector variables influence the authority: energy, communications and retail trade. High-tech or know-how intensive sectors, such as energy and communications, often invoke remedy decisions due to the concentration of the sector (economies of scale). Access remedies are the most used in those two sectors to make sure intellectual property rights (IPRs) won't foreclose competitors. The retail trade sector positively affects an outright acceptance.
Results also support that Mario Monti had an effect on the shape of the remedy decisions. This is something new. So far, several studies couldn't have detected his influence on a merger being accepted or blocked. It is noteworthy that the remedy approach sheds some new light on the issue. Countries of origin also reinforce the political aspect of the decisions since U.S. and French acquirers lead to a merger decision with commitments.
All things considered, the paper stresses the main criteria of conditioning a merger. However, the predictive power of the models is not high enough to handle all types of merger outcomes. This work is a guideline and complement to more descriptive analyses such as the one released by the European Commission last October. A caseby-case basis is still necessary despite the understaffed antitrust authority. Further research could evaluate the cost of a remedy. This new information would permit a more complex modelization of the merger process. 
